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REMARKS 

The Office Action of April 23, 2010 has been received and carefully considered. 
However, Applicant respectfully disagrees with Examiner's rejections. In this 
Amendment, Applicant has added Claims 16 - 20 to further specify the embodiments of 
the present invention. It is respectfully submitted that no new matter has been introduced 
by the new claims. All claims are now present for examination and favorable 
reconsideration is respectfully requested in view of the preceding amendments and the 
following comments. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. S 102 : 

Claims 1, 3 and 9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Noble et al. (US Patent No. 2,995,453), hereinafter Noble. 

Applicant traverses the rejection and respectfully submits that the presently 
claimed invention is not anticipated by the cited reference. More specifically, Noble does 
not disclose or suggest "at least 0.01% by weight of a water soluble salt to convert the 
trivalent or tetravalent cations to moieties that are unable to cause flocculation of the 
slurries." 

The Examiner alleges that mono-aluminium phosphate is a water soluble salt as 
claimed by the present application. Applicant respectfully submits that this is incorrect 
because it is well known to a person of ordinary skill in the art that "mono-aluminium 

phosphate" is NOT water soluble. Enclosed for Examiner's reference is a copy of page 
B-68 of The Handbook of Chemistry and Physics, published by CRC Press, Inc, which 
confirms the insolubility of aluminium phosphate in water. The Handbook of Chemistry 
and Physics is a well known and authoritative reference book on the physical and 
chemical properties of materials. In addition, this property of insolubility has commercial 
applications. For example, water soluble aluminium sahs, such as the sulphate and 
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chloride, has been used to remove dissolved phosphates from waste water (see Chemifloc 
attachment). Thus, the alleged disclosure of water solution in Noble is incorrect. 

In addition, the Examiner has not shown that the alleged water soluble salt - 
mono-aluminium phosphate is in the concentration of "at least 0.01% by weight" and is 
able "to convert the trivalent or tetravalent cations to moieties tliat are unable to cause 
fliocculation of the slurries." According to MPEP 2143.03, "[a]ll words in a claim must be 
considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 
424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). 

Further, the Examiner explained that "the zircon has a mesh size of less than 350 
reading on finely divided particle at a concentration of at least 0.01 wt%." As stated 
above and defined in Claim 1, the concentration of at least 0.01 wt% is related to the 
water soluble salt, NOT the "mineral." The Examiner appears to have misunderstood the 
invention and misinterpreted specific claim languages. Thus, zircon disclosed in Noble 
does not read on the claimed feature of the present invention. 

Therefore, the newly presented claims are not anticipated by prior art including 

Noble and the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) has been overcome. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) is respectfully requested. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103 : 

Claim 9 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Noble in view of Yates et al. (US 3,650,783). 

Applicant traverses the rejection and respectfully submits that the embodiments of 
present-claimed invention are not obvious over the cited prior art references. At first, it 
is respectfully submitted that there are significant differences between the embodiments 
of the present invention and the disclosures in Noble, as indicated above. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that, according to the present invention, alkaline 
silica sol slurries, which by their very nature are unstable unless their pH is between 9.5 
and 10.5, are destabilized by the presence of trivalent cations such as those found in 
many minerals. The conventional methods for resolving this problem are to remove such 
cations by acid washing, which an expensive and polluting process, or by using slurries 
made from coated silica sol particles, which is the most expensive process. 

The present invention solves this problem cheaply and elegantly by using e.g. a 
trialkali metal phosphate to "fix" the trivalent cation, such as Fe'", in minerals that would 
otherwise have destabilized the most common silica sols used in slurries. This allows 
cheaper minerals to be used and is an extremely low cost solution compared to those 
mentioned above. 

It is obvious to anyone skilled in the art that if such a solution had previously been 
available in the marketplace, the expensive sols described by Noble and Yates would 
have been of little interest and probably not have been found worthy of being 
commercialized. 

It is respectfully submitted that there is no motivation to combine Noble with 
Yates. Even if they are combined, they will not render the present claimed invention 
obvious. One of ordinary skill in the art would not discern the present invention as 
claimed at the time of its invention. 

Therefore, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 has been overcome. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 is respectfully requested. 
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Havmg ovefcome ail oiitetandiog gimmds of rejection, the appiication is now in 
condition for allowance, and prompt action toward that end is respectfully solicited. 



Washington, D.C. 20004 
Atty. Dkt. No.; P68780USi 

Brielosures: 

A copy of page B-68 of I'he Handbook of Chemistry and Physics, published by CRC' 
Press, Inc (1 page) 

Webpage Printout from Chemiflqe - Chemical Applieation in Water Treatinent (2 pages) 



Respectfuliy submitted, 



JACOBSON HOLMAN PLLC 



Date: October 19,2010 

(202) 638-6666 

400 Seventh Street, N.W. 
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1 Chemifloc 

^ Chemical Manufacti 



Chemical Applications 



Chemical Applications in Water Treatment 



Application 

Colour and Turbidity 

Settlement 
Fluoridation 
Sterilisation 

pH Adjustment 

Taste and Odour Control 
Sludge Dewatering 



Solution 

Coagulant-Aluminium Sulfate 

Chemifloc 101 

Chemifloc 103 

Ferric Sulfate 

Polyaluminium Chloride 

Flocculant-Polyelectrolyte 

Hydrofluosilicic Acid 

Sodium Chlorite 

Soda Ash 

Lime 

Caustic Soda 
Sulphuric Acid 
Activated Carbon 
Flocculant-Polyelectrolyte 



Chemical Applications in Waste Water Treatment 



Application 

Sludge Dewatering 



Phosphate Removal 



pH Adjustment 

Sulphide Control 
Settlement 

Odour Control 
Nitrification 



Solution 

Flocculant-Polyelectrolyte 

Coagulant-Aluminium Sulfate 

Ferric Sulfate 

Ferric Chloride 

Ferrous Sulfate 

Ferrous Chloride 

Phosfloc 

Lime 

Soda Ash 

Caustic 

Sulphuric Acid 

SOC-Sewage Conditioning Agent 
Coagulant-Aluminium Sulfate 
Ferric Sulfate 
Flocculant-Polyelectrolyte 
Activated Carbon 
SOC 

Bacteria-BI-CHEM 101 ON 



http://www.chemifloc.com/products_printable/applicationsjprintable.htm 
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Foaming 

Improve BOD and COD Removals 
Masking Odours 
Sludge Bulking 



Anti-Foam 

Bacteria-BI-CHEM 1008SF 

Nodorol 

Bulkfloc 



View printable version of complete product range 



http://wvvw.chemifloc.com/products_printable/applicationsjprintable.htm 
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